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Introduction
Althoegb it is a commonly held belief that children see the world o

in ways whieh ere'different from the way adults view e, 1t‘is less

obvious that children are mot simply ignorant or unaware of eertain facts

~ about the world, but that they have their own theories and interprececions

of the social and physical events in their lives. Children gtructure or

organize thefr experience; each general restructuring or‘reorgenization
of expcrtence is called a "cognitive stage."

About fifteen years ago the impact of these 1deas of the Swiss psy-
chologist and philosopher, Jean Piasec; began to be felt {n the citcles of
academic psychology in this country. Strueturalndevelopmencel psychology,

as this approach is somet imes called, has since become accepted as a respectsable

. {f controversial scientific approach to the study of cognition end-know-

leoge; The basic principle of this theory is that it is'ueeful to think
of children's reasoning as developingvthrough a sequence of stages. Insofar

as these stages are invariant in the order of their construetion, they are

seen as universal.

The flurry of inrelleecual excicemenc and discovery which merk- the

emergence of a new approach has recently subsided. And now within the

“eeademic community, Piegetians have dug in to debate hith Skinnertans and

occasionally with :reudians while the eclec:ics plously teke the best

from each. However, in eertain areas the battle still generates new and

controversisl tdeas. One such area is the socfal aspects of development.

" Another 1s the educational implicatione or leek thereof of structural
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developméntal theory. With regard to the»first area, the debate con~

cerns {tself with whether or not the‘Piagecian or structural developmental
'approach {s applicable to the whole child; nmot just to the intellectual,

but also to the social, emotional, affective, or moral aspects of human
behavior. W;th regard to the second area, the debate focusses on whether
the very nature of Piagetian-type stages make them ﬁnamenable'to "outside“

. change or stimulation, and hence toveducation. |

It fs toward these issues, the social and educational implications,

~ that my comments are addressed today. My comments should not be 1ntetpreted
to mean that this particular psychological approach can explain all behavior,

‘but that the structural-déyelopmental approach can help those people who

work with children-:u better understand and better educate childrén.
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I. A atructural approach to understanding ségial and moral thought in

the young child

Rather than £ocussins onlf on the intellectual aspects of tha child's
mental 1ife ;o the exclusion of the social or emotional ascects, shnxctural
:heory considers the dichotomizacion of these two aspects false to begtn
" with. Recent research 1nd1¢ates that children's social unde” tanding de-
velops according to syséemacic seéuences of stages in ways which parsllél
awareness of logical and physical concepts. For4example; my friend and'
colleﬁgue - Lawrence Kohlberg's research in the area of moral development
1ndica§es :haé moral judgmént'develops through a sequence'af universal .
stages. Although it has been commonly assumed that morai alnes and beliefs are
acquired through some process of cultural transmission, or £ {dentification
with the beliefs and values of parents and members of ad;‘; society, the
research of Kohlberg and his associates indicates that chgldren pass through
an invariant sequence of stages of reasoning about vaiues and beliefs,

and that the mode or way of mnrallreasoning is as importéﬁt in uﬁderstanding

ﬁo:al hehavtbans the content of the beliefs”themselves.

Hy ovn research falls’wtthin tﬁis structnral-deéeIOpméntal framework
and is in part :elatéd to research Lh horai develdpmeﬁc. My celleagues
and I have been studyiﬁg stageé‘in thefdevelbpment of a basic aspect of |
1nter§ersena1 cogni:ion--social petspective-taking-aﬁilt:y. ‘Stageé of
social-perspective taking refer to :hé developing awareﬁeas of a gggggglx
‘ﬁumén propertj and'characteristic--subgectivigxQ FPeople as objects are
A¢ifferent frgm other'objecﬁé of exper£ence for the child because 1) people

can. think, and 2) people can think abouc»each o:hér and each other's thoughts,
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In other words, people are the onlj‘class'of objeéts with subjecttvity.'
How the child comes to know about these uniquely-huﬁan.ab{licies,'ﬁow
knowledge of these abilities manifest iiself in the chi{ld's interpersonal
conceptions, and how this new knqwledge relates'to his cnﬁcepttoh of fair-
ness and jusc;cg are the f;ci of our researéh. |

Just as Piaget's stages describe the ways in which the child reasons
about physical objects and logical ielations; levels of social_perspec:ive
taking describe the way the.child‘a: a given level understands hﬁman sub-
jects and social felations.. My analysis emphasizes the gtructure of social

.understaﬁding rather than the content, the ability to cogfeivg of subjective
perspecti#es rather than the accuracy of person perception. Let me try to
clarify the.distinction, a$ it is baéic to all research within the Pilagetian
framework.

It {s common to.hoée people who are particularly insightful into the
psyﬁhological nature of o:he:é, or people who are particulat}y'empathétie. '
These abiiitfes,»however, are not the‘direct focus of my.research. My
research is more directly éoncerned with when and how the child faalizes Eggg
another person can consider his .point of view, not what that other person thinks his

2 apgcifié thoughts or feelings are. What 1s in other's mind is the content. That

{?\ﬁ other ;s conceived of as having a perspective, and what the nature of the perspectives

E«f.‘r.\,‘r.’z ) : ’ B . .

F;l " of self and other is conceptualized to be is the structure of sociesl thought.

s ’ : . . L

- - These two aspects of social thought, content and structure, are obviously related,
€ " ‘ .

but for theoretical purposes, we focus on the structure. Table 1 briefly sum-

marizes the nature of the child's conceptions at each level.




Very young chiidren; even as they begiﬁ to cleérly distinguish the
self from 6ther, and the self's visual perspective from others, s:ill lack a
conception oprersons as having subjective viewpoints, as having "minds," or as
having "reasons" behind their actions. Thus "why questions" which demand an
Qnderstandiné'of psychological causation, such as, "why d;d you do that" are
-oftén'meaningless tb two year oids. For exémplg, when éy eldest boy was about

2 1/2, we began to have vexbal exchanges of which the following is an exampleé

séa: I waﬁt té go déwn the hill.

Father: You can't go down. No one will be able to watch you. Stay here.
Son: 1 don't wanc‘tb stay here. I want to é; down.

Father: No son, you can't.

Son: Don't say no, daddy, say yes.

Fatber: But I don't want you to-go.

Son: (emphatically) Say ves, daddy. o e

-

My interpretation of this tnterchange may help to clarify what I

mean when I say that young chtldren do not conceive of others as subjeets,

as having covert psychalogical exis:ence. My son's command to change my

response (no to yes) implies an usawareness thac even if my words were
. changed, that my g;%g would not be changed. At a slightly. older age

childrén begin to become aware that by “saying no" I would "mean (intend)
. My son was at level 0 social perspective taking.

| »Hﬁ evidencé.fo: levél 0 rests mainly on aﬁecdotés‘shgh as the above.
'However, we have begun some systema:id research én'chiiéren as young as o

four and this research has led to def{nicions-offhiﬂher levels of perspective~

taking abilitv. These studies of children frem four vears of age throuzh young
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adulthoed show that each.petspective-thking stage stems from the preceding
stage and paves the way for the next one. Children may go through the

stages at differen: rates, but always in the same oxder.

The stages that I am about to describe are best viewed ss idealizations.

Very rarely does one find a child whose responses fall only within the framewo:k,

of one particular stage. In fact, insofar as stages really represent new levels
of conceptual development each stage should prcbably be seen as representative

of the final consolidation or clarification of a concept, not its emergence.

This may help to explain why certain aspe  of the stages I will describe seem

to appear earlier in natural situations than on the measures we use. However,

although accuraté’normative age daCa_fcr esch stage is of pra:xtical importance,

. 1t is the qualitative nature of the order of changes in social reasoning which I

- wish to stress.

Cur research has made use of a program of audfo-visual £ilmstrips to
study persgective-taking wi:hih the context of both interpersonal an{ moral

dileomas. To exeapltfy Iévels‘of social perspecttve-csking. I will draw

~ upon responses of children to the following interpersonal df lemma:

Two boys are trying to fizure out what to get a friend for his
birthday. Greg has already bought some checkers for Mike, but
Tom can't decide whether to get Mike a football or a little toy
truck. The boys see Mike across the streec and decide to hint
sround to see what he'd like for his birthday. -

. , ‘ .. 4 ‘
Greg and Ton ask Mike about trucks and football, but nothing secus
to interest him. He'r very sad because his dog, Pepper, has been
jost for tvo weeks. When Oreg suggests tnat Mike could get a naw
-dog, Mike says he doesn’'t even like to look at cther dogs because
they make hin miss Pepper so nmuch. He runs off hone, nearly crying.

Creg and Tom are left with the dilerma of what to get Mike. On
their way to the toy store, thev pass a store with a sign in the
window -- “Purpies For Sale.' There zr: only twe degs left. Tca
"has to make up his mind whether co get Nike a pupps before the last
two are sold.

P PO SPOUED O
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After the child views a sound filmstrip depicting tﬁe above dilemma,
we present the child with questions concerning‘his coaception of pefSens
(e.g., motivation, persohality) and his cen;eption of relationships between
per;oas (e.g., friendship, trust). From our énaly#&s of chtldren'slrésponses

we have detived'thg following descriptions of perspective-taking 1e¢¢ls.

Level 1. Egocentric perspective takiog |

Soéial,perspective taking at ievel 1, though primitive, has its positive
aspects. At this ievel, the chil& separacég the attitude or viewpoint of
self and other. For example, the child may realize that another may be sad

even {f he, himself, is happy. But even though the child separates view-

| points, he assumes that in simtlgg siﬁuatians, others will feel or act as

he would in that situation. Prior to level 1, there is no differentiacion
of perspectives. At level 1, aglthough the child recognizes there are rore

than one perspectives on a situatfon, they are assumed to be identical. A

| besinntng conception of subjectivity emerges, but it 13 contaminated by a

confusion of the self's subjectivity with the subjectivity of other. Social

perspect{ive taking at level 1 was predominancly found in ocur da:a in the
reasoning of children £rom ages fuur to six. Here is an example.

Abby (5, 1): Do you think Tom will get Mike a new puppy?
Yes. He'll be haonv, He's sad now tut he’ll be haoow,
- But Mike says he never wants to see another puppy. .
. Dogs are fun, I live puppies. And so why will Tom get him
8 puppy? Puppies are fun. I like nunaies. B .

Abby does not seem aware of the possihility that Tom night possioly not
share her attftude ‘teward a new pupny but she does seem aware that he

has a perspective.
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Level 2. Subjective peragective-tak;gg pEsy pory o

At level 2 social perspective taking comes clear recognition that the
self's perspective is separate from other’s, and thus is unique. At this
level the child realizes that self and other may view the same social situa-~

‘ tionlin Vefj‘aifferen:‘ways.andlthat similar actions might reflec£ dispargfe :

| reasons, Tﬁe;child focusses on the uniqueness of the covert, psychological |

~or subjective natufe of others, rather than on other's ové:c actions. Social
perspective taking qiscova:y invoives & new awareness of the thoughts,
feelings and intentiuns of others as distinct E?cm the self's, |

Brenda (6, 2): Do ycu think Tonm will get him a dog? No. If he

says he doesn't want 2 dog, that mears he doesn't want a dos.  Just
bacauze tom ¢hinas ae Lants 3 don dossp't nean Wixe wants one,

Will Mike and Tom be frienas Lf Tom gives Mive a puppy? Yell,
Mike -viil be kind ef anzry: he doesn't want a deg.

. P T -
Nl et e e—————
- .

Brenda is able to differentia:é the subjécﬁive perspectives of the two boys,
to focus on the viewpoints underlyingz cpeir actions. Howevgt, her belief
that Mike will be angry at Tom implies that she is unsble to realize that
Mike might understand that Tom gggithinking about Mike when he bought the

puppy. This marks the limiting characteristic of level 2 reasoning.

level 3. Self-reflective perspective taking

| The major advamce of level 3 #oéial perspectivé‘taging is :hé child’s
aSillty to sée the viewpoints of persons (who may, of course, bé self and
other) iu relation to one another. The petSpectives are now seen to exist
in & state of reciptocal influence, rather then as independernt assessaents‘
"of Objncti‘e *nformation {n the world. For the first tire the child recog-.
nizes that kis judgmeq:s and actiens are open to the scrutiny and evalua-

- - . Gma - - . -

tion of others, and his view of other is influenced by the realization that
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ochera-(bt the self as other) can view the self as a subject just as the self
cAn view others as a subject (hence se1f~ref1ect£ve‘:ole taking) . Level 3 per-
spective taking usually emerges after age eight,

Carl (8, 3) Mike doesn't Ynow what he's :a’k*;~ about. Hehips:

says he doesn't wont the nv“ﬂv nut e doesn’c —ean ic. IZav do you
< know that? (otll (F I sere Lre. [ wouie fee! bad too. but later

?ﬁe:e ia a big conceptual leap befwﬁeﬁ ;he'"l 1ike dogs; (therefore) he
1ikes dogs" logic ét level 1, and "If I were he, I would want a dog” at level 3.
This latter statement implies that the self can consider the self's subjective
riéwpoint from a separate other's point of view. Hﬁén CarlAsays, "1f I were
1ﬂk§ I would feel sad too," we fnfer that Carl can view his own subjective

reaction from outside of nimself, hence, self~-reflection.

Level 4, Hutual Qersgactive-taking
At level 4, the child is newly aware of the infinite :egress (1 know

that you know chac‘l know that you know, ecc.) characteris:ie of dyadic
relations; that =ach person is simnltaneously aware of his own and other's
subjective abﬂ_d.t:ies. At this point (about ages 10 to 12), the ehild leaps |
to a ﬁew level éf awé:eness; he begins to view his own interactioms with
others from a third person perspective. He begins to see interpersonal

relationships in Eerms of abstract mutuality, rather than conecrete exchange.

Alex (11, 2): i1l they still be friends 1f Tom gets Mike the puppy?

Well {f Tom cets Mike a punpv and Mike doesn't like it, Tom still
knowe that Mike «ill gndersrand ¥hat bo rng snle trveing o malas Migo .

happy. Thev are good friends and apood friends understand each octher.

At this level the child begins to understand that each éubject can be
. . simultaneously and mutually aware of the other person's subjectivity, his
thoughts, reelings, and motivat*cn. As ve noted before, mpre«complex ievels

Q _ of awareness emerge in adolescence.




So far we have discussed levels of perspective-taking abi}i:y, in an

-inﬁetpetsonal context. But how do these levels relate te méral conccpticné

in children? To scudylthis question we have developed soclo-moral dilcmﬁas
which pose the subject with a problem COAcerning either punitive or positive
justice. Pu;i:ive justice measures teét-for‘cénceptions of transgressién, _
rules, obligations, and punishment, positive justice measures :est for concepts
of how rewards and resources may be distributed fairly. In each case, the
child is asked for his judgmﬁnt of what constitutes a good solution to the

dilemma. This response is then extensively probed in ctder to obCain a

full sample of his moral reasoning. A typical moral dilemma‘follows:

Holly is an eight-year-old girl who likes to climb trees.
She is the best tree-climber in the nzighborhood. One day
while climking down from a tall tree, she falls off the
bottom branci but doesn't hurt herself. MHer father sees
her fall. Iie is upset and =sks her to promise not to climb
trees any more. Holly promises.

Later that day, ﬂally meats Shawn. Shiwn's kitten is‘caugh:
up a trce and can't get down. Something has to be dome right
away or the kitten may fall. iclly is the only one who climbs

trees well enough to reach the kittem, but she remembers
her promise to her father.

These dilemmas are also presented thxough audio-visual filmstrips.
To cla:ify the distinction between the two types of soeial~cognitive
tasks, social and matal, the puppy dilemma focusses on the child's pe:spective-

taking ability as it influences his prediction'gs to what the characters in the

situation will do and think (hence sbcial). whereas the kitteﬁ dilemma.eliclts

from the child 8 presc:iption as to wbat the characcer in the situaeion ugﬁ

to do (hence moral). 1.

1Any given social cilemrma nayv dbe vieu;d pfﬁSCfﬁpLiVL]y, {.e., irou ao
obligatory or metal perssective. (For example, "iIs it morelly right Cor. Tem
to give Mike the puppv?”) However, crobe quastions. for the aOC‘J“iﬁtLrﬁuawvA‘A
o diletnas asked specifically for reasoning of a non-moral nature.
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* | Our research and conceptualization of the relation of social perspective

taking to moral reasoning indicates that each new level of moral reasoning

requires a new form of soclal perspective~taking ability. One can have a level’

of perspective-taking hipgher than one's level of moral judgment, but level

of moral judemont cannot exceed the parallel level of perspactive-taking

ability, Let me try to clarify this relation with a brief description of the
1

~moral reasoning of young children at the earliest moral stages.

fﬁAf ' | The gfemoral child, before the development of level 1 perspective-

téking does not differentiate his judgments from his desires, nor does he see

the need to iustify his judgment by reference to any'criteria beyond those

b desires. -
Dana (4, 10): Say you were the father. How much would you punish
Holly? Six spankines. You'd give ber six spankings? Yeah, Why
- would you do tiaat? Beeause I fust want to. Suppose you decided to
a K L ~ spank her 100 times, would that be 0.8.7 No. Why not? ‘Cause [
“ don’'t want it to be 0.K. -

At this stage, the child's reasons for his moral cﬁoices are
merniy ressseciions of his desire for the cholce to occur, rather than
justiflcations of that choice, The Judgments are made as if there was
»only erc way of viewing a social situatfon, and as if ;hac vay was.held

'by ail viewers., It follows that tﬁe ch&lértmpltcitly (wi:hoht

reficetion) assumes that his judgments will be acceptable to all parties
‘gonéévhei; Sincefthe-éhild docuhnétArucognizé}che possibility of differen£
viewpoint, ncither does he rocognizce the possibility that a solution

vhich scrvés:hc.sulf's desires may be in eénflict with the desires of
others. Thté teasoning iy cgdcentttc,and_cimg bound; it ddes not anéru

porate issues bevond the immediate wvishas of the welf, Most characteris-

IThe stage descriptions and examples of moral reasoning are taken from
a paper by R. Selman and W. Damon, The necessity (but insufficiency) of soeial
perspective taking for conceptions of justice at three early levels. In D.
DePalma (Ed.) [ovola svmposium on recent research {n moral development.,
Baltimore, Md., L. Erlbaum, in prass.
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tiéally, these judgments confuse moral choices and moral justificatioms with

sta:cmants\of egocentric desife.
The.child.uthe moral reasoning is based on level 1 nersovective
taking sees the necessity of justifying his judgments on thé‘basis of

criteria more universal than his own desires. By his reference to

external, observable physical charactefisttcs--critgria'which aré‘butside
himself, and thus not purely subjective--the child introduces an element
of pbjeccivity into his justifications., Such refnrence to objective
‘justification 1mplies_thg awareness of separate social petspectives--

an awareness available to the child at social perspective-taking

level 1.

Brian (4, 10): Who should get the most cake for dessert in
your family? Me. Why is that? Because I'm the Eas;osﬂ_gpnner.

In fecc this chtld has probably mLa:epresented the truth in order
to justify ch{s judgwent for {t {s dcubtful that he is the fastest runner
in his family and equally dubtous that he receives the largesc share of
the cake. Nonetheless he has pgrceived the need to justify his judg-
ments on the basis of a- seemingly objective criterion--i.e. that the -
fascest should get the most. His attempt here ls to employ reasons which
might be shared by others, whereas at an eatlier stage there was‘no,sunh
attempt. The toddler's “Because I want it" i{s no longer seen as reason
enough; there is now a éenée«that such reasoning would be futile in

| convinciﬁg»Aﬁothef'of his pésitidn, In other ﬂcrds,.now‘there {s a
- beginning awarcness on the part of the child that to be morally right

his wishes need to be shared by others in some fense, and that therefore

he must refer to some external criteria in order to convince ano:her

[P O )
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that he i{s right. But this awareness is both made possible and at the
saﬁe time limited by the zonstraints of level 1 social perspective taking.
For, though the child at level 1 is aware of the perspective of another,

he cannot accurately censtruct it, nor appreclate its differences f:em

,the perspective.of'the seli. The basic operatiodg assumption of these children

~ is that aithough pérsonsfhave separate viewpoints what is right fér the
child will be right for all others..

The new discovery of level 2 (subjective) perspecttv& taking 15
that other has a covert or subjective existence unique and separate
from the child's. From the new realization comes an understanding in
the moral realm~cha£ the similar social acts of dtffe:ent actors can
stem from differént subjective intentions. .Ic follows that somé‘of these

{ntentions may be considered "good", others "bad." The child now realizes

. that the intention behind an act cannot be inferred directly f£from the

. 'act itself: He sees that two persons might intend something very differeot

by the same act. The child can new reason that scts are not right or

| wrong in themselves, but rather that acts intending good are right, and

those intendtng bad are wrong. In this 1ight, the child begins to dis-

-~ tinguish between what persons have the riggg to do and what chey have
_the ggwer to do--&nd thus to distinguish moral perscrtptions from social

“predictions. He i{s able for the first time to evaluate the judgments of

aduits and authorities, and to comsider their judgnents wfqngiuhgn he
dfsagrees,

Tom (6, 8): Should the father punish her for cli-bing the *r;e’ -
He could, Fut ‘t houkﬁﬁ t pe rirnt. Why noll Because si¢ wasn t

...p.‘-‘«

doing auvthxu~ wronc, ohe was tryving Lo tave the aittv,

Sarah (7, 4): Do yor think Holly's father would uaderstand if she
told him why siic clizbed che tree? Yes., Becanse sho nop the “iecen.
down instead of just cliwbing up on trees, just ciiiolas it (or .t
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The major discovery at level 3 social perspective taking is that the
gself is aware that other can consider the salf's point of view, and that this,
{n turn, influences the self's perspective on other.

The reésoning about justice of children who apply their level 3[perspeét1vei

. taking to épe moral domain i{s distinguished by the child's ah;lity to‘coptdinate
the perspectives of two persons (his own and another's, or thos; of‘twolo:hers),
and to view ;hoseAperspecttves in their relation to one another. The child
ncw begins to see that his judgment is in part ‘a Eunction of his own subjective
attitudes and that it will be evaluated by anothar. Thus it is necessary for

him to anticipate potential conflicts and to resolve them by making judgments

‘which takg the other's perspective into account. Justice reasoning is ncw
based on a newllevel pf interpersonal réciptocity:  When the self 1is con~

sidered both as self apd as other, fairness can bepgme‘an agreement between

two parties as to what constitutes a fair arrangement between them. Justicé

18 now defined as the process by which opposing views of right and wrong were
reconciled and coordina:ed. This process has its roots in the child's reccgnition
thst his judgments and actions are open to the scrutiny and evaluation of others.,
When level 3 perspective taking 19 applied in the moral domain there exists an
imperativﬁ ‘for the self to take the perspective of other in addition to his

own in making a moral judgmept.

Ton (10, ‘0): You should take the other parsen’s opinion., Like
say you're abru to stcoa oa an ant, and vwou eeor in the ant's shoes
and you wouidn't w-ant to be rilled or scwutning so i wouldn't
reallv step on Tk ant.

In thﬁn exampie, the ghild Lh&ﬂ res. placeo nith thp other (t e ant)

andplooking b ck on himself as ke wculd view hipself if fie were :he ant

recognizes that his decisfon to &ill the ant would ba naaccepcable [ron
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the aat's poingﬁof view. And so he decides that it would he wrong to step
on the ant. . | | - .

| Behind thiq imperative iu take another's perspective lies the recog-~
nition that if :elf and other are trulv to be viewed as subjects, each with
his own p;{gpectibe, thén their ludgments and evaluations of the same social

?517 - - situation may ccn‘lict, hence the necessity for some coordination o, their

perspectives.

Still mtssing {s the ability to see the rectprocal relations
between two individuals from outside the dyad, from a third party
position. The perspeccives reciprocally taken are still concretely

_those of self and other. The claims of each are noc seent as analyzable
by a third party who can orient to the two claims nutually and simule-
‘taneougiy. Thus, 4f an adult gets g child to agree to trade the child's
“five dollars for the‘adult's candy bar,.this {s seen as "fair" as long

- as the two parties (child and adult) agree to the fairness of the
ar:angemenc. |

It {s not until social perspective taking level 4 that the subject
iérpotenttally able to step ouside of the concrete dyad and view the
{nteraction from a third person poin: of view. At this point a judgment
can be made coneetning che unfairness of the two-party arrangement. The
‘££ve-dollar~candy bar trade is unfair because an impartiai observer would
judge the adult to be “taking advancage of the child even if the child

"thinks it ts a fair deal. But this is the skill of mutual petspective'
taking, and {s rarely qund in'children younger than ten.

Our present rescarch focus is on how perspective taking levels
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Our p: sent‘research focus i3 on how perspective taking lévels
1nf1uén¢e interpersonal conceptions, conceptions such as persanaliéy,
motivation, friéndship, peer and sibling relations, and parental and .
authority relations. However we have éléq dealt with educational
implications of a seqﬁence 55 perspective~taking levels. It is this work
and its implicaciénS‘for soc}al and moral eduéa:;on in the elementary

grades to which I will now turn.
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I1. Educat{onal implications of perspective-taking levels -

Ironicglly the educators who deuy that Piegetian theory has auy
direct or meaningful implicatiors for education focus 0.1y on ?Laget's}
theoretical.assertieu chat there are universal, lawful, consiscent, and
invariant stages in the development of reasoning. Often these educators
ask, why teach semeﬁhtng which will develop whether 1 téaeh it or not?

In fact, they ask wvhether one can teach developmental eencepts or abili-
ties at sl . Overlooked, however, is the role of variability in the
theory. First, univershlity of sequence doea not fmply’ btological 1n-
variance fuch as a biologtcal theory oflincelligence might. Experience
plays a cfiticel part in conceptual stage development. One way to under-
stand-educetional implications within a theery of universal stage develop-
| ment is to understaund that in theory, certein intellectual and socfal ex-
petiences are also universal, such as the observatiou thet a dropped ball
falls or that people get angry. Each child needs to "experience” these
experiences tf he is to develop chrough the entire sequence. The eumber
and kind of experiences have a more or less facilitacing effect on develop-
‘ment.' Second, there is a wide ‘range of {ndividual dtfferences-in the gggg‘

of development thfough the hYpothesized invatiant sequence of stages. For

example, much reseatch anluding Inheldor s moncgraph The diagnosis of

reasoning in the mentally retarded, supports ﬁoth the hypochesis of uni~

versality of the sequence of logical theught and the hvpothesis of fixatien

ot tetardetion of rate of stage develuvpwenc in some chi;dx =i, h;k p EVEM

' withig the individual there is veriability of level oE reasoning depending

upon.the concept or domain ressoned about. These aspects of structural de-

velopmentzal theory bear directly on educacion.
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My own educational interest within the Piasetiaﬁ framework has been
social development and has been guided by the conceptuallzacion of social
perspective taking levels I discussed in the first parc of this paper. For
the past severai years my colleagues and I have worked to dévelﬁp paradigm-
| atic:methddsiof sdcial-edudacténrbaée&lupon a strue:ural-developmeﬁcai
approach to nnderstandtng and stimnlécing children's perspecttvé taking
ability. The cornerstone of our approach is guided peer group discusston.

We have developed audio-visual ftlmstrips which portray open~ended soetal
dilemmas typical of the lives of children of elemeu:ary-grade age. Each
filastrip leaves the ending to the di;emma open. Arriving at a golution

{s up to each child. Development occuis'th:ough ﬁhe exercise of the child's
reasoning and the exposure ﬁo the réa.son:f.ns of peers. Child:en at different
levéls.of sécial reasoning may decide on the same aitEtnacive,'but thé feasons
they use to justify their choice may differ. Althohgh final choices are im-
portant, the emphasis is on considering reasoms. |

The ftlmsﬁrips we use to promote and stimulate the exercise of social
reasoning and judgment are basicaily the same as the dilemmas we have used

in our research co:study the social reasoniﬁg of each child indivtdually.l
'Roﬁevet, while interviews with ;ndgg;duag cbildten are essential to the
~psychological description of stages of interpersonal and:moral~réssqn£ns,
‘according to sﬁrucﬁprai theory.che discussion of these dtlémmhs by peers
within a‘g__;g is the basis for‘meeﬁing the edﬁcétional criceris o£ de-
velopmental change.. This {s because optimal moéemeﬁt :5 nere‘adequa:e'soctal
‘iresscnin, is s en to coour 5:5#35 :wé b#slc da#cidpmentél prthétpleﬁ:‘ (a} N

soclal-concepCual conflict and (b) exposure to reasoning slightly above the

10ur filmstrips, entitled First Things. Values, and First Ybings. Social
Reasontnz are published by Cufdance Associatas, Plaasantville. New York.
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child's own level. Social-conceptual conflict refers to the rethinking
of one's own theory of the nature of the social world and social relations.
) In this respect, Flavell writes:

“In the.course of his contacts (and especially, his conflicts and
arguments) with other childrem, the child increasingly finds him-
self forced to reexamine his own precepts and concepts in the light
of those of others and by so doing gradually rids himself of cog-
nitive egocentrism.” 2 ‘

Furthermore, peer group discussion is also the mné: natural v@hicie for
éxpostng the child to reasbniug slightly higher in the developmental sequénce
than his own, Here aré tvo excerpts from typical discussions of the lost
puppy dilemma among thifd graders which exemplify these principles:

1. Conceptusl conflfct -

Bill: Get him a dog c§ replhce Peppei.

Bob: But remember, Mike said he didn't want to see anybody else's dog.

 Bill: Yeah, but that would be his dog.
Bob: Yeah, but it wouldn't be Pepper (1 up)
Bill: Name bim fepﬁer. |
Bob: 5Still not the same thing.
 In thiguéxehaﬁge,'ﬂéb chailenges BLII to ;eflect on hisvown'regsohing.
What dogs'Bob‘mean when he says, "Still_qot the same thing"? If BL1l thinks
sbout this idea in juxtaposition to his own concepts of gocial relatiopships,

it may provide the mechanism for soeial cOnéepc development.

2John Flavell The development of role~takinz and cormmunfcation skills
in children, Mew York: John Wiley & Sons, 1968 ‘
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2, Dislogue between children at two different levels

Alex- (level 2)

. 1 think it's {mportant because like um, if you buy something ah,

 something for the other persom, that he doesn't like, he might get
mad at you or something and not be your friend or something and
then you'd just be down one friend and if you hadda have very many
fricnds besides the ones in school. So if I did that I'd be in
trouble. |

Jane- (level 2)

Yeh, but thats not gonna make them not friends. His friend will
understand. Besides, I think that um, he should buy the puppy
because in a month or two he's going to be wanting one. He just
said that because he lost his dog and he's sad. 1 think he should
‘buy it and he'll start to like the dog and after a few days he'll
stop thinking about Pepper once he gets another thing he loves

a lot.
In this second example, Alex has a véry concrete and moment-to-moment

conception of friendship. Jane rejects Alex's reasoning based on her aware-

ness that friendship is based on expectations of each persén toward one another,

‘not on specific acts such as the gifts that one person gives.the other. Her
reasoning represents a sfage one above Alex's and pfovides stimﬁlécion for
him, as well as'fo: hé:self. This dlscuésionvexemﬁlifies‘Anocher aspeéc of
s;agés 6f reasoning: childreg at higher-levels usually reject lowe: level
reégoning as iﬁmétufe or tnadeqﬁate. | | ‘- o
| Qur aim.haé‘ndt been to éccelerAte developmen: tﬁroﬁéh soctai.pérsﬁective~

taking levels. Rather it has been to devise a peerx o#iented dévelqpmental
program whose aiﬁs are (a) the stimulation and ekercisé cf_fhe child's sécial
pefsgective-taking ability across a range of social judgménﬁ énd Sehavidr,
and (b) the prevention of retardation of social understanding.

We stress stimulation and pfeven:ion of retardation ré:her than acceler~

ation for the following reasons. First, research indfcates that movement

[ S

"
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from stage to stage is a long term process. Findiugs indicate that complete
;fansition from one level to the néxt way takc several ycars ﬁr more., Teachers
therefore, should not expect to see great lcaps from level to ievel in the
space of a few monthé. Stages refer to :ﬁe gqua.ftatively new ways of thinking,
' not to overnight change. Furthermore, the Agcs given for our research are
only averages. A child may move into a level carlier or later than the guid-
.lines suggest. And sometimes a child can be in transition becweeﬁ two levels.
Second, only when the child has a firm command of one lcvél of reasoning docs
the next level begin to be acceséible to him. In other wo:ds, over the long
hauI,'raﬁid development wmay not be optimal dévclﬁpment.

Just as children need to exercise their reading and math skills, they

must also exercise :heir soctal and logical abilities across a wtue range

of situations. Perhaps the most important point to make with regard to

gggcg;ional practice, is that the application of social perspquive-ta&_ng

ability to the child's performance across a ranpe of soclal brhaviors {s q_~

an automa:i; process. For example, in the application of pe:apedctve-takins
to moral development, our researéh points to the fact that eaéh perspacﬁtve~
taking level is nceessary buc not sufftcienc for a parall*l moral level.
This means that a high level of perspective tak{ng abilicy does not guaraﬁtee -
: equiva!ently mature moral though;. As a case in point, recent research in~
dicates that althOﬁgh’délinquents have quite adéquace perspectivé taking“
ability compared to their peers, they do not apply this ability to their
moral jddgment. Our basic educational goal is to help children apply tire
‘perspective taking they have to various areas of social behavior. _Wef
speculate that in the long run, such applications will eventually facilitate
forward stage movement.

In addition to moral and interpersonal contexts, two other overlaﬁping

- areas of social development are dealt with in our work:

EENV
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Solyvinp snéial;pfnhloms--When two people got separated in a busy
store without having planned where to meet, each persoh must think about
what the other is thinking. If a person plans to meet somconw else at
the park but forpets to specify which park, both people must do some
| perspect;vé taking. Mény games of strategy also depend on a playg:‘s
abiiity to figure out his oppﬁpenn‘s potential behavior. Im social
problems of cooperation, eeoréinatioh. and coﬁbetition, an essencgal

element for success is the ability to take anothex’s pexspective.

_gggunica:;pn and persuasive skjl s--Patents are familiar with the

problem of trying to understand what a young dhild means when he relers
to "this" or “that" while on the other end of the phone or in another
room. The child has not taken into account the fact that the listener
canmot see what is meant by “this" or “that". The ability to communicate
one's point of view is important in a child's attqmp: to prsuade others
when he believes‘he has a good idea, or when it is necessary for him
to clarify his i{deas in a social situation th#t hs become confused, To
communicate or persuade effectively, the child must be able to take 1nto
account the needs and wishes of his listener,

While these distinctions among areas may be conceptually useful £n
pointing out chc need for the application of perspective-taking abiltty,
in the “real world" each social area {s Lnextricably in:ertwined with che
others. For example, 1n one of our educational perspective~:aking diiemmas,
d young girl, Jane, truthfully'tells her friend Brian that she cangot go
Ato the rodeo wifh him because her aunt is cdming‘to town. srian«takestﬁhé
rejec:ion petsonally, and claimn Tane dees not really want to go with him.

When Janc finds out she can go after all, ‘she calls Brian. buc he has already
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left.‘ Jane goes with another friend and, of course, runs into Srian.
What will ané do, wh#t will she tell Brian? Té think maturely about
the problem demands sensitivity in maﬁy social areas. It demands appli~‘
cation of perspective-taking ability to interpersonal probiems (awareness
of Brian's ‘feelings and attitudes towards Jane-~he thinks she does not
1ike him)., It demands persuasive and communication abilities (Jane must
consider Brian's perspective as she explains her presence at the :ﬁdea).
And it demands value judgment. (It may be casier to lie rather tha@ pre-
sent a truthful but unlikely story, but is that really being fair to |
everyone involved?) | |

Our educational assertions are in Qeeping with the evidencg of struc-
tﬁral developmental theory. Direct short term gcrtgcal training of higher
stages is relatively unsuccessful., But the horizontal application of a
structure of thoughtvto a wide range of concen; aress léys the groundwo:k :
for subsequent vcftical develop@ent.' )

Furthermore, education based onvsocial~develcpmcntal3§tages should
not be viewed as a(Band'Aid approach, {.e.,that étimulation of a stage of
Asbqiai or moral reasoning will repair ggggiggg c;assroom management problems
" 48 a theoretical misinterﬁretation. Rather, structural theory has impli-
cations for a general educational approach to be built inta the fabric of
;he daily class accivicy. Let me clarify this point with reference to two
final topics; firsc, the developmencal concepcion of the tcacher's role.
and second some pilot :esearch evaluacing our educacional procedurcs.-
| The teacher uithin our framework has two ma*oc functionqt a) to
-arrange the optimal condicions for open discusaian, and b) to help k ep

the discussions relcvant and stimulating. The most challcﬂging problem
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for teachers, particularly in the elementary gt;dcs, is to help children
to focus on rcasons‘and.reaéoning‘rather than on just right answars. Tﬁe
teacher must encourage the child to give reasons for.tﬁeir opinions amd
-£o demand'them ol others in the group.

Aithough we eﬁphasize peer diécusSion,.oceasionally the teacher must
intervene in the discugsion to keep it focussed. Children, like adults,
can wander from the main issués designuted in the qriginal dtlamma; The
teacher must use his judgment in guiding the discussion back to the main
fssue. For example, in :he puppy story a discussion of the Cypes of dags
" that the children in the class have would be considered somewhat off the
track, However, some digressions may be very valuable {n that they ex-
plore important arcas of social reasoning and may rel#te to the underiying
social concerns of the dilemma. Here is an example: | |

Andy: My dog was killed by a car and we got aﬁather one latef on.

Karen: How'd you féel? |

Andy: Well, um, I when I got it for a Christmas present and everyba&y

' was all excited about it and um, so I, so and there was a lot of
pictures being...s0 T didn't hava any time to feel happy or sad

~or mad or glad.

The teacher can use such a situation to ehcourége further probing

et

into social reasoning and to bring the child's relevant personal experience

into the realﬁ of discuésion. Furthermore, hj conceivtng of the filmstrips
#s é‘médél, thé teacher can bégin §0'tskékng§ural classroom experiences as
the_basis for peer gfoup diécussi§n¢ |
Although elementary srade children readily discuss hypo:hetical dilemmas .
when presented audio-visually, with practtce, children are jus: as capable
of using the methods I have describcd to discuss the real-life events of

their own parental, peer,and authority relat{ons. In fact, iﬂ O"Q'Pﬂ“t
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stu&y whicli we have undertaken to Qvalﬁdte the effecht#mnvss of our peore
diseussion approach nn‘the moral reasening of second graders, thers Qué
evidence that the greatest advance in reasoning eccurred when teachors
used our curriculum as a paradigm for "natural" moral discugssfons to ro=
solve glassrﬁnm conflicts the rest of the school year, (Sciman and
Lieberman, 1974) |
| In ¢this study we compared'three Broups <~two expﬁrimental‘aad ane
comparison group., The two experimental groupﬁ participated over flve
veeks, {n hour long, twicec-a-week scruenuraledevelaémeﬁtal‘d&s¢usntnﬁ
- of the filmed moral dilemmas of our aucial-dcvuiﬂpm;nt prngfamg Ona
experimental group was led by traiued developmental discuassion proup
leaders, the other by the classroom teachers. All children's moral
rﬁaéonins was aséessed‘priok to the experimental {ntervention, just suh- -
sequent to ehé intervention, and 5 months 1ater..ae éhe end of tho school
yOar ., from a statistical perspective, the pru~poat tes:‘ﬁpward change (n
level of reasoning across the three groups was sfgnificantly greater for
the experimencal gluups than for the control. Interesctngly. difforonces
between teacher-led and developmental lcader-led groups were tnsigntficant.‘
Howevar, the most interesting result from an educational vtewpolnt was :he |
change of Iuvel of reasontng for ggg_ types of experimentul groups fram
pre=~ to follow-up testing at the end of the school year. The mean amnunt
of‘ch§ﬁge was aboJ; one-haif a stége of reaéontng for both experimental
groups gver the concrol group.
The explanation of these results prnbably liea 1in the fact that the |
tegchers whase clusscs yurttcipaced 1. the experimental intcrvcnttnn con~
tinued to use the metho:ds of small group discussion to :esolve the inter-

personal and moral conflict which arose in their classroom throughout the
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school year.

The most compelling eﬁtdence so far for the gffecttﬁeness of the
developmental discussion group model is not s:atisticai levels of Stg-
nificance but the protocols themselves, the actual reasoning ﬁflthe
children in response t§ our assessemmt prace&ures. Below ar; e#cerpts

of the responses of a second grade boy, Feter, age 8 whd participated

4n the experiﬁental group of the interveation study.
Pre-test (October)

What would you do if you were Holly!?

‘ .‘Hell, I would keep mx,ﬁrom;§g~l A

¥hy would you keep your promise?

« It would be better,

Why would it be better?

« Because my daddy said not to climb treas and T micht get hure and
4it's not a good idca. | | |

It 18 ot a godd idea to break your promise?
« No. . | : ' :

Why fen't that a 5@64 {dea?

. parents say. |
1f she climbs the tree, should she tell her father?

. = Begause hrr daddv deesn't want her to, Tt 4s nicet to do what vour

‘ .Jﬁg; He might vell at her.

b ———— e
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" Post post-test (May)

Do you think Holly should help Sean by climbing the trce to get the
kittea dovn?

- z FUesSs S0,
Why? ‘ .

= Hell, the cat 48 a living thing and I am sure Holly's mocher wouldn't
mind or Holly's father,

Sean says he will keep it a secret if Holly climbs the tree, is that
& good ideal

- E_D_ou ) . : ‘ } .
¥hy not? |

=~ It is botter to tell your father what you did hecnuse he might get
worried nnvwaleI think it is rmuch better to tell whdt_youkpromised vour
father, thon he won't get so upset mavbe. :

Would you help Sean get the kittenm down?

= 1 suppose so.

Why?

- Because as I said, the cat is a living thing and Sean must like 1it.

What about the promise to your father? - --,‘ ;

ucll I would wait until my father

- to my facher 1 think,
The promise and then if he said yes i could

came home to tell him wnat nad happened
climd the tree 1 could c‘zrb it.

The kitten ﬂirﬂt fall bcforn your father pets home and he {s awvay on
a business trip and won't be home for sevcral days.,

« Then I would sct ‘the witten and when my fa:hcr  ame h0me 1 would
tell him what 1 did, D




On the pretcst, Peter chose not to climb the tree. His choice 1is
'i based on an orientation to author{ty ("1: is nicer to do what your parents
say") and to consequences (“I might get hurt'). However, this orientation -
to consequenees also cffects his belief thar it is a gnod idea te keep
" the wrongdoing a.secret.tu avoid the consequences of her fathe: S anger.

;There is a major change in both content and structure on Peter's ﬁost~
post-test. Here he thinks Holly should help Sean (con;eﬁ:) bécause the parent
will consider Holly's reason ("Holly's father or mother wouldn't mind") (stfuc-_
ture) and al:héugh he would climb the tree, he would not keep it a secrat (centent)n
from ﬁolly's £nther4becausa the act of keeping a secret is worse than the pro-
mise breaking itself in the father's viewpoint (“Then he won't get so upset'’) T
(structure). - o |

It is nocléo‘much that Peter changed the content of his choices from

'oné‘time‘to the next which is educationally salient here, but that the

basis upon which he jhscifies his cholces have changed. On theApretest,
;?eter did not consider intentions. Nowe of his responses indicated an
‘awareness that the father would consider the mntives of Holly. On the posf-
 test this awareness 1is clearly evident. That Peter now considers that one

person can base his actions on the awareness of the intentions (Subjectivity)‘

of another raaher :han only‘on the actions of anather, is an example of |

educational development from a structural point of view.

In sum, I have spoken today from the perspective of a developmental

Apsychologjsc interested in psychological fncgtventfnus and nssessment :
- methods for young children s soclal rnnsuning which also are relevent to

" educational psychology. The task of educators s te coordinate this
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approach with thier own theorfes and practical experience. Do not

|

expect one approach to explain all there is to know about the behavior

or education of children, - However, in seeking to define basic character-

istics of each level of social, interpersonal, and morél thought, and in

-secking to understand the mechanism of change from one level to the next,

developmeﬁ531 psychp1ogy has great potential for a meaningful contribution

to education.
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| TASLE 1

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE-TAKING LEVELS

Level ’ Description
. ' ‘ '
1 - Bgocentric perspective taking

Although the child can identify super-
ficial emotions {n other people, he
often confuses other's perspective with
his own, He does not realize other wmay
see a social situation differently from
the way he does.

2 : - Subjective perspective taking

‘ Child begins to understand that other
people’s thoughts and feelings may be
the same or different from his. He
realizes that people feel differently
or think differcntly becauss they arc
in different situations or have dtfter-
ent information. ' .

3 | . Self-reflective perspective taking
' ‘ The child is able to reflect on his own
thoughts and feelings., He can anticipate
other's perspective on his own thoughts .
~and feelings and rcalize that this {nfluences
his perspective on other,

4 Mutual perspective taking

' The child can assume a thivd-person point

of view, He rralizes that in a two-person
interaction cach can put himself in the
other's place and view himself from that
vantage. point before deciding how to react. .




